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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

-X 

SAMUEL DUDLEY, DKW:12-CV-5}48 


Plaintiff, 


SECOND AMENDED 

COMPLAINT 


- against - JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), ECF CASE 

DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), and 
SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179), 

Individually and in their official capacities. 


Defendant. 


-X 

Plaintiffs, SAMUEL DUDLEY, by his attorneys, TREYVUS & KONOSKI, P.C., 


complaining of the defendants, respectfully allege as follows: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 


1. Plaintiff brings this action for compensatory damages, punitive damages and 
attorney’s fees pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §§ 1983,1985 and 1988 for violations of their civil rights, 
as said rights are secured by said statutes and the Constitutions of the State of New York and the 
United States. 


JURISDICTION 

2. This action is brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §§ 1983, 1985, and 1988, and the 
First, Fourth, Fifth, Eight and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 

3. Jurisdiction is founded upon 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1343 and 1367. 

VENUE 

4. Venue is properly laid in the Southern District of New York under 28 U.S.C. § 
1391(b), in that this is the District in which the claim arose. 
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.niRY DEMAND 

5. Plaintiff respectfully demands a trial by jury of all issues in this matter pursuant to 
Fed. R. Civ. P. 38(b). 

PARTIES 

6. Plaintiff, SAMUEL DUDLEY, is a citizen of the United States and at all relevant 
times a resident of the City and State of New York. 

7. THE CITY OF NEW YORK, was and is a municipal corporation duly 
organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of New York. 

8. THE CITY OF NEW YORK, maintains the New York City Police Department, a 
duly organized public authority and/or police department, authorized to perform all functions of 
a police department as per the applicable sections of the New York State Criminal Procedure 
Law, acting under the direction and supervision of the aforementioned mumcipal corporation, 
THE CITY OF NEW YORK. 

9. That at all times hereinafter mentioned, the individually named defendants, DET. 
KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), and SGT. SUNIL 
SINGH (Tax ID # 939179), were duly sworn police officers of THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
Police Department and were acting under the supervision of said department and according to 
their official duties. 

10. That at all times hereinafter mentioned, the defendants, either personally or through 
their employees, were acting under color of state law and/or in compliance with the official rules, 
regulations, laws, statutes, customs, usages and/or practices of the State of New York or THE 
CITY OF NEW YORK. 

11. Each and all of the acts of the defendants alleged herein were done by said defendants 
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while acting within the scope of their employment by THE CITY OF NEW YORK. 

12. Each and all of the acts of the defendants alleged herein were done by said defendants 
while acting in furtherance of their employment by THE CITY OF NEW YORK. 

FACTS 

13. On or about March 23,2012, at approximately 6:15 a.m. the Plaintiff was at the 
location of 159-20 Harlem River Drive, Apt. 13F, in the Coxmty and State of New York. 

14. On or about March 23,2012, at approximately 6:15 a.m. DET. KEITH KNIGHT 
(Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 
939179), and other police officers, executed a search warrant at the location and entered the 
apartment. 

15. At the time the search warrant was executed DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), 
DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179) 
searched the apartment. 

16. DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), 
and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179), recovered two clear bags that contained a white 
powder from inside a closet that was inside of Plaintiff s bedroom. 

17. According to the Criminal Complaint, which was signed and sworn to by DET. 
KEITH KNIGHT, “Deponent executed a search warrant... and recovered two clear bags of 
what appears to be cocaine....” (emphasis added)(Exhibit A). 

18. According to the Property Clerk Invoice prepared in coimection with this case, the 
substance recovered was “ alleged cocaine”, (emphasis added)(Exhibit B). 

19. The DA’s data sheet recorded that the defendant police officers reported that “In 
Samuel Dudley’s room (Bedroom #1) - 2 bags of what appears to be cocaine” was recovered. 
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(emphasis added)(Exhibit C). 

20. The statements set forth in the criminal case file, such as those statements set forth 
in Paragraphs 17,18, and 19, above, inclusive of the terms “appears to be”, “alleged” 

and “what appears to be”, demonstrate that the defendant police officers, DET. KEITH 
KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), and SGT. SUNIL SINGH 
(Tax ID # 939179), did not reasonably believe that the substance recovered was cocaine. 

21. The white powder recovered was an aggregate weight of approximately 4 ounces or 
more. (Exhibit A). 

22. The white powder was contained on the top shelf of the Plaintiffs closet and was 
sealed in a plastic bag. (Exhibit D). 

23. The packaging of the white powder recovered fi'om the Plaintiffs closet was not 
consistent with packaging that is normeilly associated with the maintenance, management, or 
safe-keeping of a sizable amount of cocaine (i.e., 4 ounces or more). (Exhibit D). 

24. The white powder recovered from the Plaintiffs closet was in a large enough quantity 
for the defendant police officers, including DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. 

DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179), to adequately 
view the texture and other physical characteristics of the white powder. (Exhibit D). 

25. The texture and other physical characteristics of the white powder recovered from the 
Plaintiffs closet was not consistent with cocaine or any other narcotic substance. 

26. It is the normal custom and policy of the New York City Police Department to 
utilize a “field test” in order to confirm whether a substance is, or is not, a narcotic. This policy 
prevents false arrests. 

27. DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), 
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and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179) had access to a narcotics “field test”. 

28. DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), 
and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179) failed to perform a field-test on the white powder 
that was recovered from the Plaintiffs closet. A field-test was not performed either at the scene 
where the white powder was recovered from the Plaintiff’s closet, or at the police precinct. 

29. DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), 
and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179) failed to take any measures whatsoever to 
determine whether the white powder recovered from the Pleiintiffs closet was a controlled 
substance. 

30. DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), 
and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179) failed to use a “field test” on the white powder 
despite the fact that the defendant police officers were not reasonably certain that the substance 
was cocaine (see ft ^ 7 through 20, above), and despite the fact that the white powder was not 
packaged in a manner consistent with cocaine or any other narcotic (see ff 22 and 23), and 
despite the fact that the texture and physical characteristics of the white powder was not 
consistent with cocaine or any other narcotic substance (see ff 24 and 25), and despite the fact 
that the defendant police officers had access to a “field test” (see f 27) and that it was the normal 
custom and policy of the New York City Police Department utilize a “field test” in order to 
confirm whether a substance is, or is not, a narcotic (see f 26). 

31. DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), 
and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179) did not reasonably believe that the white powder 
recovered from the Plaintiffs closet was cocaine. 

32. DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), 
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and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179), knew or should have known that the white powder 
recovered from the Plaintiffs closet was not cocaine or any other narcotic. 

33. Despite the aforementioned facts, the Plaintiff was placed under arrest by DET. 
KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), and/or SGT. 
SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179). 

34. The Plaintiff was criminally charged with Criminal Possession of a Controlled 
Substance in the Second Degree, which is a Class A-Il felony. 

35. DET. KEITH KNIGHT (Shield # 2886), DET. DEON AYALA (Tax ID # 938006), 
and SGT. SUNIL SINGH (Tax ID # 939179) did not have any probable cause to arrest the 
Plaintiff. However, without probable cause, and in reckless disregard for the truth, the 
Defendant police officers subjected the Plaintiff to an arrest and criminal prosecution. 

36. The white powder contained in the bags recovered from the Plaintiff’s closet during 
the execution of the search warrant was baking soda. 

37. The criminal charges against the Plaintiff were dismissed. (Exhibit E) 

38. As a result of the foregoing, plaintiff sustained, inter alia, loss of enjoyment of life, 
loss of liberty, emotional distress, mental anguish, embarrassment and humiliation, shame, 
indignity, damage to reputation, and deprivation of his constitutional rights. 

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

DEPRIVATION OF FEDERAL CIVIL RIGHTS UNDER 42 U.S.C. S 1983 

39. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
paragraphs numbered “1” through “38” with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

40. All of the aforementioned acts of defendants, their agents, servants and employees 
were carried out under the color of law. 
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41. All of the aforementioned acts deprived plaintiff SAMUEL DUDLEY of the 
rights, privileges and immunities guaranteed to citizens of the United States by the First, Fourth, 
Fifth, Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States of America 
and in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 

42. The acts complained of were carried out by the aforementioned individual defendants 
in their capacities as police officers, with all the actual and/or apparent authority attendant 
thereto. 

43. The acts complained of were carried out by the aforementioned individual defendants 
in their capacities as police officers, pursuant to the customs, usages, practices, procedures and 
rules of THE CITY OF NEW YORK and the New York Police Department, all under the 
supervision of ranking officers of said department. 

44. Defendants collectively and individually, while acting under color of state law, 
engaged in conduct which constituted a custom, usage, practice, procedure or rule of his/her 
respective municipality/authority, which is forbidden by the Constitution of the United States. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
UNLAWFUL SEIZURE (OF PERSONl UNDER 42 U.S.C S 1983 

45. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
paragraphs numbered “1” through “44” with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

46. As a result of defendants’ aforementioned conduct, plaintiff SAMUEL DUDLEY 
was subjected to an illegal, improper and unlawful seizure of their person without any probable 
cause, privilege, or consent. 

47. That the seizure of the plaintiff was objectively unreasonable and in violation of 
the plaintiff’s constitutional rights. 

48. As a result of the foregoing, plaintiff sustained, inter alia, loss of enjoyment of life. 
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loss of liberty, emotional distress, mental anguish, embarrassment and humiliation, shame, 
indignity, damage to reputation, and deprivation of his constitutional rights. 

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
FALSE ARREST UNDER 42 U.S.C S 1983 

49. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
paragraphs numbered “1” through “48” with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

50. As a result of defendants’ aforementioned conduct, plaintiff SAMUEL DUDLEY 
and was subjected to an illegal, improper and false arrest by the defendants and taken into 
custody and caused to be falsely imprisoned, detained, confined, and incarcerated by the 
defendants without any probable cause, privilege or consent. 

51. That the detention of the plaintiff by the defendants was objectively unreasonable and 
in violation of SAMUEL DUDLEY’S constitutional rights. 

52. As a result of the foregoing, plaintiff sustained, inter alia, loss of enjoyment of life, 
loss of liberty, emotional distress, mental anguish, embarrassment and humiliation, shame, 
indignity, damage to reputation, and deprivation of his constitutional rights. 

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
MALICIOUS PROSECUTION UNDER 42 U.S.C. S 1983 

53. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
paragraphs numbered “1” through “52” with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

54. Defendants were directly and actively involved in the initiation of criminal 
proceedings against SAMUEL DUDLEY. 

55. Defendants lacked probable cause to initiate criminal proceedings against SAMUEL 
DUDLEY. 

56. Defendants acted with malice in initiating criminal proceedings against SAMUEL 
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DUDLEY. 

57. Defendants were directly and actively involved in the continuation of criminal 
proceedings against SAMUEL DUDLEY. 

58. Defendants lacked probable cause to continue criminal proceedings against 
SAMUEL DUDLEY. 

59. Defendants acted with malice in continuing criminal proceedings against SAMUEL 
DUDLEY. 

60. Notwithstanding the conduct of the Defendants, the criminal proceedings were 
terminated in SAMUEL DUDLEY’S favor when all criminal charges against him were 
dismissed. 

61. As a result of the foregoing, plaintiff sustained, inter alia, loss of enjoyment of life, 
loss of liberty, emotional distress, mental anguish, embarrassment and humiliation, shame, 
indignity, damage to reputation, and deprivation of his constitutional rights. 

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

MALICIOUS ABUSE OF PROCESS UNDER 42 U.S.C. S 1983 

62. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
paragraphs numbered “1” through “61” with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

63. Defendants issued legal process to detain the plaintiff and subject him to an 
unlawful seizure of his person, to an illegal and unlawful arrest, and to unlawfully subject his 
property to a search and seizure. 

64. Defendants actions were designed to obtain a collateral objective outside the 
legitimate ends of the legal process. 

65. Defendants acted with intent to do harm to SAMUEL DUDLEY without excuse or 


justification. 
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66. As a result of the foregoing, plaintiff sustained, inter alia, loss of enjoyment of life, 
loss of liberty, emotional distress, mental anguish, embarrassment and humiliation, shame, 
indignity, damage to reputation, and deprivation of his constitutional rights. 

SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE CIVIL RIGHTS UNDER 42 U.S.C, 8 1985 

67. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
paragraphs numbered “1” through “66” with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

68. Each of the Defendants including conspired to violate Plaintiffs civil rights by 
agreeing among themselves to engage in the conduct set forth above for which the defendants are 
individually liable. 

69. All of the aforementioned Defendants conspired by agreeing among themselves to 
engage in the conduct set forth above, in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1985, for which the defendants 
are individually liable. 

DAMAGES AND RELIEF REQUESTED 

70. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
paragraphs numbered “1” through “69” with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

71. All of the foregoing acts by defendants deprived SAMUEL DUDLEY of federally 
protected rights, including, but not limited to, the right: 

A. Not to be deprived of liberty without due process of law; 

B. To be free from seizure and arrest not based upon probable cause; 

C. To be free from unwarranted and malicious criminal prosecution; 

D. To receive equal protection under the law. 

72. By reason of the aforesaid conduct by defendants, plaintiff SAMUEL DUDLEY 
is entitled to the sum of one million dollars ($1,000,000.00) in compensatory damages. 
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one million dollars ($1,000,000.00) in punitive damages, plus attorney’s fees pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. § 1988, as well as costs and disbursements of this action, and any further relief as the 
Court may find just and proper. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff SAMUEL DUDLEY demands judgment in the sum of one 
million dollars ($1,000,000.00) in compensatory damages, one million dollars ($1,000,000.00) in 
punitive damages, plus attorney’s fees, costs and disbursements of this action. 

PENDANT STATE CLIAMS 

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF UNDER NEW YORK STATE LAW 

FALSE ARREST 

73. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
paragraphs numbered “1” through “72” 'with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

74. The Defendant police officers unlawfully detained and arrested plaintiff, SAMUEL 
DUDLEY, in the absence of probable cause and without an arrest warrant. 

75. As a result of defendants’ aforesaid conduct by defendants, plaintiff SAMUEL 
DUDLEY was subjected to an illegal, improper and false arrest by the defendants and taken into 
custody and caused to be falsely imprisoned, detained, confined, incarcerated and prosecuted by 
the defendants in criminal proceedings. 

76. The aforesaid actions by the defendants constituted a deprivation of the Plaintiff s 

rights. 

77. As a result of the foregoing, plaintiff sustained, inter alia, loss of enjoyment of life, 
loss of liberty, emotional distress, mental anguish, embarrassment and humiliation, shame, 
indignity, damage to reputation, and deprivation of his constitutional rights. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF UNDER NEW YORK STATE LAW 
MALICIOUS PROSECUTION 


78. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
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paragraphs numbered “1” through “77” with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 

79. Defendants were directly and actively involved in the initiation of criminal 
proceedings against SAMUEL DUDLEY. 

80. Defendants lacked probable cause to initiate criminal proceedings against SAMUEL 
DUDLEY. 

81. Defendants acted with malice in initiating criminal proceedings against SAMUEL 
DUDLEY. 

82. Defendants were directly and actively involved in the continuation of criminal 
proceedings against SAMUEL DUDLEY. 

83. Defendants lacked probable cause to continue criminal proceedings against 
SAMUEL DUDLEY. 

84. Defendants acted with malice in continuing criminal proceedings against SAMUEL 
DUDLEY. 

85. Notwithstanding the conduct of the Defendants, the crimineil proceedings were 
terminated in SAMUEL DUDLEY’S favor when all criminal charges against him were 
dismissed. 

86. As a result of the foregoing, plaintiff sustained, inter alia, loss of enjoyment of life, 

loss of liberty, emotional distress, mental anguish, embarrassment and humiliation, shame, 

indignity, damage to reputation, and deprivation of his constitutional rights. 

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF UNDER N.Y. STATE LAW 
INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 

87. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
paragraphs numbered “1” through “86” with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 
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88. The aforementioned conduct by the defendant police was extreme, outrageous, and 
exceeded all reasonable bounds of decency. 

89. The aforementioned conduct was committed by the defendant police while acting 
within the scope of their employment by the defendant THE CITY OF NEW YORK. 

90. The aforementioned conduct was committed by the defendant police while acting in 
Furtherance of their employment by the defendant THE CITY OF NEW YORK. 

91. The aforementioned conduct was intentional and done for the sole purpose of causing 
severe emotional distress to the plaintiff. 

92. As a result of the aforementioned conduct. Plaintiff suffered severe emotional 
distress, physical and mental injury, together with embarrassment, humiliation, shock, flight and 
loss of freedom. 

CONDITIONS PRECEDENT 

93. Within 90 days of the Plaintiffs acquittal, on May 22,2012, a Notice of Claim was 
served upon the defendant City of New York, setting forth: 

a. The name and post office address of the claimant and his attorney; 

b. The nature of the claim; 

c. The time when, the place where, and the manner in which the claim arose; 

d. The items of damages and injuries sustained so far as practicable. 

94. The Notice of Claim was served upon the defendant, City of New York, within 90 
days after Plaintiffs several causes of action accrued. 

95. More than thirty days have elapsed since the Notice of Claim was served upon the 
City of New York. 

96. The City of New York and its Comptroller have failed, neglected and refused to pay. 
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settle, compromise or adjust the claim of the Plaintiff herein. 

97. The defendant City of New York did not request a hearing within 30 days pursuant to 

Section 50-H of the General Municipal Law. 

98. This action has been commenced within one year and 90 days after PlantifPs various 

causes of action have accrued. 

99. Plaintiff has duly complied with all of the conditions precedent to the commencement 
of these causes of action. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff SAMUEL DUDLEY demand judgment in the sum of one 
million dollars ($1,000,000.00) in compensatory damages, one million dollars ($1,000,000.00) in 
punitive damages, plus attorney’s fees, costs and disbursemt 

Dated: New York, NY 

December 29,2012 


By; 



TrejWyw Konoski, P.C. 
Atto^y(s) for the Plaintiff 
305 Broadway, 14* Floor 
New York, NY 10007 
(212) 897-5832 














Case l:12-cv-05148-RJS Documents Filed 01/02/13 Page 15 of 26 


EXHIBIT A 
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EXHIBIT B 
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EXHIBIT C 
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Special I nstrsictloas 


Notice 

Checklist 


-m 


ADA: 


Arraignment Notes: 


7I0.30{IA) 


710.30(tB) 


utlecr 

CM: 


190.50(5A) 




Cross GJ 


SZl 


Court Rtporten 
AdJ. Dat^ I Adj Part: 

K«$ons:* 


OTP 


170.20 


□ 


Request TOP 


TASSueaDee. 


GJA 


450.IO«SHouf 


430.1013 Day 


Surety. 




PASriddTctl 


d/C #2: 


Page I of2 

Created on: 03/23/12 at 7:51 PF^^^ 
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CRIMINAL COURT OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
VS 

DUDLEY. SAMUEL __ 

Defendant 


Address 

NEW YORK _ NY 10Q39 

City State Zip 

Docket Number: 2012NY023918 

220.18 ___ 

Arraignment Charges 


CERTIFICATE OF DISPOSITION 
NUMBER: 292836 



NYSID Number 

03/23/2012 _ 

Date of Arrest/Issue 

Summons No: 


Case Disposition Information; 


Date _ Court Action _ 

04/27/2012 DISMISSED - MOTION OF DA 


Judge 

WEINBERG,R 


Part 

N 


NO FEE CERTIFICATION 

_ GOVERNMENT AGENCY _ COUNSEL ASSIGNED 

_ NO RECORD OP ATTORNEY READILY AVAILABLE. DEFENDANT STATES COUNSEL WAS ASSIGNED 
SOURCE _ ACCUSATORY INSTRUMENT _ DOCKET BOOK/CRIMS _ CRC3030[CRS963] 


I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS IS A TRUE EXCERPT OF 
THIS COURT- 


THE RECORD ON FILE IN 


M< 

5NTAGCE.G'" 



CC 

3URT OFFICIAL SIGNATURE AND SEAL 

DATE 

FEE: NONE 


(CAUTION: THIS 
SEAL 


DOCUMENT IS NOT OFFICIAL UNLESS EMBOSSED WITH THE COURT 
OVER THE SIGNATURE OF THE COURT OFFICIAL.) 



pursuant to Section 




'i! v'rfe CFl 


D16 
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RECORD OF COURT ACTION 


Varm CKC i$\.l 


A4{. Ra«{u«»t 

rra»ont 

Abkoat 


ba-.'Jiad 


Offieap 

0|l}«*P 

Offloor 

OttUar 

Dafatua 

C«i»Ri«maRt 

Compldiaant 

Camplotaonf 

Cornpit«}r4Rt 

Coniint ^ 


OolaRdUfft 

Dftf«Ddd»t 


c».ir>/ ; 

Attornity 

AtTsfRoy 

At+ofney 










Part 


Roporbr 


Ju 3 ^r 




P*rt 


RopoHor* 




0 <H«y 


Port 


Ropoffttr 




Courf AcHon 


1 



Bail Condition 
Ccurt Action 


Bail Condition 


Court Action 


Bait Conditiorr 


Court Action 


Ball Condition 


Court No. 


Adj< R«t|u»if 

Ptorenf 

Abycnt 

uttii-, 


Psopta 

OfHcfff 

Officer 

OfflFOe 

Officer 

Dnlanta 

Complainant 

Coiople>aan4 

Compiainant 

Cpmpiajfiapt 

CcRfant 

OafuRdRftt 

OolaRdaiif 

Defandant 


Court 

Attofftay 

Att&HJRy 

Attproay 



R*«ton tor Adjournrnorit 


SOEEBY T»!Al 

, . H fii(dud«<i 30.30 CPi 

.Adfwumrtpnf p-;»r;vd fa J>» 30 30 CPi 

fbci fc«mg wlihovT couRiff, c^nitRtr •« th^r 

n3|i»xt>‘nrp«(tf )tH»r ha>tt>i| bt(»» <tdYi«ed of h^i rigMi fbn Spvod'y 

ft-litl dfid fh* afftcT e>f Mi content. 


. . ...dvfvnddiftf, iipon on '♦efts'll' 

iftRCR, *rt|i rfifttcHd by Tb* C^«t+ fo 5 ««^> 5 < 0 ,si{) ol tbu CPt- 


Ra»«on lor Adjouromofiit 


SPEEDY TRIAL 

... . AdjOoitnrAf^Ai period b« fveludAd dK<i<tr 10.30 CPt 

.—. .. Adjou'Rrtttnf pArmd <e fc* cfi«rgc<i un<f*t lO.lO CPl 

rfufeudttflL biifRfj wifJjcijf copBSAi, cenitnt* 1«3 
adiuutBmtfRf Alfer hRvtFQ b««ti «4vitfd of Ms rtoMi un4»r fhn 5D»*d> 
Tri#} ftw'ti Aftd of !>« ra*i**>Rl. 


.. ._ .. _ . the 4 »f«nd*rii. opan h«:«ir 4 rAf« 4 t«d (tn hit «wti r^cegrt: 

«4rc«, dirwc<t»d by lb« Ct»t<rt pvrsuBnT fa SitCr 5ID.4C of fb« CPL. 


-Ai3J. Rokjitajrt 

Pr«t!»nt 

Ala»nt 

Hottfy 

ty-vird 

Pooplo 

Officer 

OKicer 

Officer 

Officer 

Da fafttfl 

Cetneia Insat 

CixapUioant 

Campfalnan) 

CoM?Ulpt.nt 

Contact 

Dcfendin) 

Dafendnnt 

nefenijanf 


Court 

AHareay 

Attornay 

Atfortiiny 



Roaicrt lor A<ljoornmont 


SPEEDY TRfAL 

........—„ -A<ff«l»r>7iM«jYt por>ft4 fa b« 5it!4*r 30-10 CPt 

~ - ,Adf<JtifRir»«Rf jiafhd fo b* undr* 30.30 CPI 

. Tb# dafafttiiirtf. bartio ai/iffioitt I'.ouhs**!. to tMi 

tid'^iorMRatif n{*»i hivtng br#n advUod Af Ki» -i^Kf, Mad^t tb« Soaady 
frMf a !»4 fitf! (kfffci.f Ivj <aRiert. 


•--- .. • tK« drf«tYUAt:l, upon btir<i fe}«;'k«a4 Kh own cucogn;- 

t.area, dfretfrd by fK* Court pirrwsftf fu bac. 5 50.40 oi fho Cf*!.. 


Request 

Pretenf 

Abaeol 

Notify 

PeopU 

Ofn«r 

Officer 

offit*. 

DofeRM 

CampiainaRt 

CamplRiRDTif 

CcmpIdiAarit 

Ct>p!fOf 

Oafa>t4*ftt 

PifeiRCfent 

Oafernfant 

Court 

AHornay 

Aftornay 

AHariicy 




Offlevr 

Ct:npUfnj»i 


Rodipfi fe>f Atlfoumm^nf 


SffIrDy TRUi. 

• . AdiOatfitranf pari&d f<» ba •»ti«4*4 yRder 30-30 CPJ. 
Ad| 4 <jr«>t»*r (1 noriocC to ba U 7 d«/ 3 C .30 CpIL 

-—..— _Tho dafaRtJant, wiftsorsf eotf^sa^, f<r lni» 

Adloinftwf-r-i off** b«vir >9 b«»n odvtiod of M* t'flfth «n«J*r tn* Sptiidy 
Trfo/ Rttlej tisd tba affect of bli consent. 


dpun Doing,«»» m't own ^•a<iC’«]|fi'i'. 

i^sner, dltAcUti by fho Court puf<»»rif fy $«<- 5iC.4C of fb* CPL. 


Defendant 


RECORD OF COURT A§|^F 









































































